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FACULTY SENATE MINUTES 
May 3, 1994 
The meeting was called to order at 3:40 PM in the Law School Auditorium by 
Marcia Welsh, Chair. 
I. CORRECTION AND APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF APRIL 6,1994. 
The minutes of the Senate meeting of April 6, 1994 were approved as submitted. 
II. REPORTS OF OFFICERS 
Neither the President nor the Provost had additional statements for the Senate. 
Mr. Fred Sheheen from the Commission on Higher Education spoke to the 
Senate and answered questions. Quotations from Mr. Sheheen are complete 
and indicated by serf font and an offset margin. Mr. Sheheen's statement follows. 
Thank you very much Madame Chairperson and distinguished members of the 
faculty of the University of South Carolina. As you know, if you are at all exist-
ing in South Carolina, higher education and restructuring are prominent top -
ics in the General Assembly this year. I am not here to debate restructuring. 
There are as many opinions on that as one cares to find by interviewing 
individual members of the General Assembly or the Commission, or college 
presidents, or trustees. But I am here to speak to one particular argument 
that has emerged. And that has emerged in the Faculty Senate at the 
University of South Carolina. And, that is, the question has arisen about the 
Commission's perceived role. Its own perceived role as whether that role 
includes being an advocate for higher education in South Carolina. 
I think I owe you the responsibility of saying to you that over my years at the 
Commission, as a member of the Commission for twelve years and as 
Commissioner of Higher Education for eight years or seven years that the 
Commission perceives itself and has perceived itself to be a vigorous advocate 
for Higher Education and I believe that I can demonstrate that to you by a 
brief recitation of facts. 
I did not bring all of my speeches that I give in civic clubs and commencement 
addresses arguing the cause of higher education in South Carolina which I 
think is a part of my responsibility. But I do say to you that the dual role of 
being an advocate for higher education and also discharging the regulatory 
functions which have been assigned to us by the General Assembly are the 
roles which I believe that myself and my staff and all of the members of Higher 
Education _ accept and accept with enthusiasm. 
My disappointment in the representations that have been made about that 
during the current debate in the General Assembly stem from the fact that 
perhaps that allegation that the Commission is not an advocate has been 
~ccepted by members of the Higher Education Community without adequate 
mqmry. 
I am not surprised that highly paid lobbyists who are hired to lobby something 
through the General Assembly would make irresponsible statements on that 
subject. I will be surprised if intelligent members of the academic community 
whose career is grounded in inquiry and the search for the truth would accept 
that proposition without adequate inquiry into the circumstances of the 
Commission on Higher Education over a period of years. Because I think 
when faculties' speak and act they are well resi;>ected and I think that the 
general public as well as all of us who are not mside the institution expect that 
actions and words of faculty members will be grounded in adequate inquiry 
and research by the very nature of what they do for their livelihood and for a 
life time of work. 
When I became Commissioner of Higher Education in 1987 we immediately 
began working on a program of financial support for Higher Education. It is a 
matter of undisputed fact that the Commission on Higher Education advo-
cated in the 1988 session of the General Assembly an extensive program of 
specific new taxes to support higher education in this State. It included 
removing the cap on automobile sales, it included a tax on newspaper sales, it 
included a wide range of taxes that the Commission on Higher Education said 
it would support in order to finance higher education in this State. And, that 
year those taxes were not in enacted but the Commission's position was clear 
as an advocate for being willing to take the political heat on raising taxes in this 
State to support higher education. In 1990 and 1991 the Commission again 
proposed tax increases if necessary to support higher education and in fact 
indicated to the General Assembly that it would take the political responsibility 
for tax increases that the General Assembly would enact. 
It so happened in that case that the Council of College Presidents declined to 
support the Commission in that action because it thought the action was too 
controversial. So in those two instances I think the Commission was clearly in 
the lead in being an advocate for higher education and indicating that it would · 
be willing to take whatever political responsibility came with those actions. 
It was the Commission that first proposed that any increase in the proceeds of 
sales from interstate taxation be dedicated to higher education. We formu-
lated that program and that proviso is in the General Assembly today. Now if 
and when the Supreme Court of Congress authorizes states to collect inter-
state taxation from out-of-state vendors that the proceeds, the increase in the 
proceeds will go to higher education. That was a policy that was formulated by 
the Commission on Higher Education and it has been embodied into law in 
the General Assembly and is currently in the appropriation bill. 
It was the Commission that created endowed professorships, advocated 
endowed professorships as a part of the cutting edge, but more important, my 
friends who are in the colleges of education in this State will know that the 
Commission on Higher Education on its own volition using excess funds avail-
able to the Commission created three endowed professorships for the colleges 
of Education in South Carolina in order to attract outstanding scholars to the 
faculties in that discipline. It was the Commission that took the lead in increas-
ing continually over a period of years funding for the institute of public affairs 
at this institution. It has risen from a level of $250,000 to a level of $500,000 or 
$600,000 with the constant support of the Commission. 
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It was the Commission which took the lead in justifying and maintaining fund-
ing for the Southeastern Manufacturing Technology Center which is located, 
headquartered, at the University of South Carolina and in fact we put that 
proposal together and took it through the State Development Board in order 
to get their endorsement, through the Governor's Office in order to get the 
endorsement, through the Budget and Control Board in order to get their 
endorsement, and ultimately through the General Assembly. It was the 
Commission which took the lead at the request of the University and Clemson. 
But it was certain that we were in the lead on funding for the EPSCOR 
program which is contained at least in the Senate Finance Committee version 
of the bill. 
It was the Commission which endorsed funding for the South Carolina · 
Alliance for Minority Progress which is supposed to enhance participation of 
minorities in math and science in this State. And, even quite recently the 
University approached me about using my good offices as a member of the 
Agency Directors Organization and my influence with the Senate Finance 
Committee in order to obtain funding for another public service program 
which I believe is quite good and quite vital to the University's public affairs 
programs. 
Your President, Dr. Palms and I (and he is here and can testify to this) made 
the individual calls on members of the Senate Finance Committee last year 
which I believe were partially responsible in providing 30 million dollars in 
additional funding to higher education as the bill emerged from the Senate. 
And, this year your President and I again made those individual calls on mem-
bers of the Senate Finance Committee which has resulted in the appropriation 
recommendation from the Senate of 12 million additional dollars to higher 
education. Bringing us 12 million dollars above the current level of funding 
and we will be above the current level of funding for the first time since 1990-
1991 if the Senate version of the bill persists. 
Now I am not here to brag about all of that. But I must tell you that when one 
spends time doing those kinds of things that while one does not need or expect 
credit because it comes with the job and I am well paid for what I do, one can-
not help but be somewhat disappointed and slightly disillusioned when we are 
subjected to the charge that we are not advocates for higher education and 
that we do nothing positive to advance the cause of higher education. I think 
the picture is clouded because periodically and admittedly the Commission 
exercises its regulatory function which is assigned to it by the General 
Assembly in order to meet the requirements of over all State Government, 
over all Higher Education in the interest of the tax payers. 
And sometimes we do say no to a project, a program, a facility. You must 
expect that from an agency that has a dual responsibility. It happens all over 
the country in state wide higher education agencies. But what I am here to say 
to you is that we welcome our role as advocates for higher education. I think 
we work diligently at it. I think the evidence is there on the record that we have 
worked diligently at it. We will continue to work diligently at it and I would not 
like for the myth to persist that the Commission on Higher Education does 
not feel that a part of its role and function is as an outspoken and active advo-
cate for higher education, for academic freedom, for financial support, for the 
search for the truth, for protection for faculty members through tenure and all 
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of the other things that are a vital part of higher education in South Carolina 
and the country. 
I thank you for the option of having these few moments to discuss this with 
you and I would welcome any questions that you may have. 
David Waugh (ENGR), said that he had a quote from the Chairman of CHE that 
it was not an advocate, only a regulatory agency. Are you saying that he did not 
say it? That you wish he hadn't said it or that you didn't know he said it? 
I am saying that is your President's interpretation of what my Chairman said. I 
was not present when my Chairman said that. I do not believe that my 
Chairman excluded the advocacy role for the Commission on Higher 
Education and your Chairman as you well know is one of the prime movers of 
the Business Advisory Committee which is in the lead to modify or over turn 
the Commission on Higher Education so I would not expect his remarks to 
come with complete objectivity. 
Waugh asked Mr. Sheheen if he had asked his chairman about the advocacy 
comment. 
No I have not. The only comment I have ever heard my Chairman make was in 
debate, is that the advocacy role for the Commission on Higher Education is 
not established by law and that is a true statement. 
Don" Weatherbee (GINT) asked about the perception that is present at all the 
institutions of higher education that the CHE is making an increasing effort to 
move in a regulatory fashion into areas that have traditionally been considered 
as part of faculty governance. We are told that the CHE is proposing to move 
into oversight in admissions, standards, and other similar areas. Within the staff 
of CHE there seems to be an effort to more directly control higher education. In 
particular some of this staff could not be tenured at a university. 
I think that is a very relevant question. I will say to you that the members of my 
staff who are in academic affairs division I believe would qualify for tenure. In 
fact the last one I hired was the dean of a college from Illinois. I have the 
biographies of all of those incidentally because I prepared them in response to 
questions of this sort which I will be pleased to provide to you with their 
academic experience. I think that the Commission on Higher Education has 
not moved beyond its statutory responsibility. The Commission has the 
responsibility for allocating funds. That is clearly within the statutory authority 
of the Commission. The argument began when the Commission members 
through the Business and Finance Committee decided to link funding to 
certain policy objectives in the State. And the Boards of Trustees of the 
institutions thought that was perhaps beyond purview of the Commission. 
Now the Commission has never said that it could tell institutions what it could 
do about admissions. The Commission has never said that it could tell 
institutions what to do about how to spend their money. We have a lump sum 
appropriation in this State and once the money is distributed to the 
institutions it is spent at the discretion of the board and the president of the 
administration. What the Commission said was we can calculate different ways 
of distributing money even thought you may spend it as you please, you may 
enroll as many people as you please, or you may not enroll as many people as 
you please and you may set your admission standards. So the issue came 
around to not how do you admit students or whom do you admit but basically 
how do you allocate money? That is where the questions that you raise came 
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to be seen as intrusive. But I want to emphasis to you that the Commission 
never did say that it could tell institutions how many students to enroll. And 
actually the Commission has never said anything about tenure and promotion. 
I am a strong believer in tenure and promotion and in tenure but the 
Commission has never addressed that questions. I think the issue was can you 
use those factors in allocating money? Even though we know the Commission 
has absolutely no control over the expenditure of funds after they are made to 
the institutions. 
In response to a request from the secretary, Mr. Sheheen promised to send a 
complete list of the CHE staff to the senate office. 
Faust Pauluzzi (SIP) asked about the annual State Evaluation or Faculty 
Performance review in the 1980's. 
I am sorry I am not knowledgeable of that. The Commission has no role in 
that procedure whatsoever. So it is not a matter that has come to the 
Commission or through the Commission. 
Charles Mack (ARTH) said that he distinctly remembered that the form came from 
the CHE. This was a duplication of information collected on university forms. 
Did it come out about the fall of last year or the spring of last year? OK. That 
was a study ordered by the Legislative Audit Council of the General Assembly. 
And, in fact turned out quite favorably to the faculty of the colleges and 
universities in this State as you know. But that was ordered by the General 
Assembly. We do a lot of things that are ordered by the General Assembly for 
which we get gratuitous credit. 
Brian Fry (GINT) asked if the commission intends to become more involved in 
tenure and promotion procedures and criteria. He also asked if CHE would 
oppose such legislation. 
Let me begin by telling you that the Commission has never initiated any action 
to increase its authority in any field except in 1988. That was when the cutting 
edge legislation Act 629 was enacted by the General Assembly. And that legis-
lation was enacted with unanimous support of the Council of College 
Presidents and sponsored by the Council of College Presidents and the 
Commission. Since that time the Commission has never initiated action on 
any piece of legislation in the General Assembly. That is the only piece of 
legislation we have sponsored since I have been Commissioner. So we have 
not solved any authority to do anything at any time since Act 629 of the 1988 
session of the General Assembly. Now the General Assembly has done some 
things. Not upon our request. The General Assembly has transferred the 
licensing of a primary institutions to the Commission, the approval of 
Veteran's programs in the colleges and universities and in other areas of the 
economy to the Commission on Higher Education. The General Assembly 
transferred the vocational and technical education counsel to the Commission 
on Higher Education because they had a difficult situation over there that 
needed to be cleaned up. So they abolished it and sent it to us. The General 
Assembly passed the English fluency act and assigned us to monitor it not at 
our request. Which effected the colleges and universities in the State. And 
the General Assembly has done a lot. There are some more bills over there 
pending right now that are signed to the Commission to enforce which we are 
opposed to and have told them we are opposed to. But if the General 
Assembly does it. We do not have any option but to administer the act. There 
are a lot of things that have come to the Commission since 1988. The State 
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board secular reviewing unit function is one that is going to cause a lot of 
controversy. It was assigned to us by the Governor and the Federal 
Government. But that is the way life is when the legislature speaks that is what 
you do. 
I will speak specifically to tenure because of my personal opinion about tenure. 
I think tenure properly administered is extremely important to colleges and 
universities in the state and throughout the country. I have personal experi-
ences in my lifetime that militate my convictions about that. I do not think that 
the Commission will ever seek any hand in promotion and tenure policies. 
And tuition and fees -- the Commission this year in response to some legisla-
tive recommendations voted to seek some authority over tuition and fees. 
That was largely in response to the restructuring of legislation that was intro-
duced by the colleges and universities to abolish the Commission. But I do not 
think that is going anywhere and the Commission has not really pursued it. 
Louis Terracio (MEDC) stated that he felt the CHE favored MUSC. The only 
time he was congratulated by a CHE staff member for getting a grant ,the letter 
was addressed to MUSC with a carbon to James Edwards. 
It was a mistake by my staff. You are quite right. Intermittently. We do as 
many as we can for example to people who receive grants to go abroad to 
study or premier grants. But it is not a regular thing. We do not do it very 
regularly so I would not propose that we do it very regularly. The number of 
grants that come to the colleges and universities in this State is enormous. It 
really depends on whether somebody picks it up or not. But it is not a regular 
thing. And in your instance it came to you at the wrong institution and it was a 
staff thing. 
Thomas Powers (SUMTER) asked why there were 17 studies of the two year 
campuses in the last 20 years (See minutes of Senate Meeting of April 6, 1994). 
First of all I do not believe that 17th studies have been done over 20 years 
because I have been associated with the Commission on Higher Education 
since 1972 in one capacity or another and I certainly do not know 17 studies 
that have come up. I would like to have an enumeration of them. 
Marcia Welsh (Chair) said that she had seen the listing of the studies. 
But they are not all formal studies. I know the list you are talking about. They 
are not all studies or they are passed by as the General Assembly looked at it. 
There is a whole collection of things in there. One was done in 1972 at the 
instance of Governor West. Which resulted in a reform of the law governing 
the state technical college system. Wait a minute let me finish. One was done 
in 1972 at the instance of Governor West which resulted in statutory changes. 
There were no other formal studies of the two year systems done. There were 
studies of individual institutions done in 1979 Sumter and Beaufort. There 
were studies done in 1983 of Sumter and Beaufort because as you know two 
year institutions are co-located in those communities. And, then this last one. 
Yes, excuse me and Governor McN air did one after Governor West did one. I 
do not have control over what governors do and Governor McNair did one. 
Now, the question of why? It is obviously because we have two competing two 
year systems in the state. And, in two communities with two year state 
supported institutions located either side by side or in close proximity to each 
other. That is why the question keeps coming up. I think it is fairly obvious 
why the question keeps coming up. Now why the study hasn't been accepted. 
The study was done at the request of the Executive Committee of the 
Commission in full Commission and it was done by two members of the Board 
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of Trustees from the University. Two members of the Commission on Higher 
Education. Two members of the State Board for Technical and 
Comprehensive Education and two senior college presidents. The 
Commission created that committee. There is one statement in your little 
comment there about statistics seem to merge from different sources based on 
whose is doing it and I readily agree with that. That was staffed by people from 
the colleges and universities and the Commission. A majority of the people of 
the staff were from the University of South Carolina and the state techrucal 
college system and the senior colleges. The commission had two on it. I 
readily agree that those different staffs produced different statistics but 
whether the Commission was always the one at fault in presenting statistics 
from one view point or another I would question. Because remember all the 
staffs from the colleges and universities were producing those statistics as well 
as the Commission staff. So that little bit of a diatribe there about staff skim-
ming statistics might apply across the board. 
An Unidentified Senator asked Mr. Sheheen if he believed that the University's 
tenure is "properly administrated" and had he ever recommended eminent 
status to replace tenure? 
As a matter of fact eminent status to replace tenure in South Carolina was 
recommended by Dr. Don Thomas, who was retained by the State 
Department of Education and who has no affiliation with the Commission on 
Higher Education whatsoever. It was five year eminent status in place of 
tenure and I am adamantly opposed to it. Do I believe I tenure and 
promotion at the University is adequately administered? Properly 
administered? I really am not knowledgeable about the procedures in the 
individual institutions. The reason I said that was that I hear from legislators 
and sometimes college presidents about abuses of tenure. That tenure is used 
to protect people who perhaps should not be protected. Now I do not know 
all of those deals but I believe in the concept of tenure and I think properly 
administered tenure is absolutely necessary to inquiry and the search for truth 
on college and university campuses. I will defend that one forever. I am old 
enough to remember when college and university faculty members were the 
main stay of the civil rights movement in the South. I am a native South 
Carolinian. Thank God for faculty members in colleges and universities who 
were protected by tenure. Who were willing to speak out. I am even old 
enough to remember when Joe McCarthy was abroad in the land and thank 
God for college and university faculty members who had tenure and were able 
to speak out. There are issues today that I believe higher education faculty 
members can address and should address because they are protected by 
tenure. They would be politically lost if they were not protected. I have very 
strong feelings about that. 
Charles Weasmer (GINT) said that the CHE was using its control of money to 
attempt to regulate the University. He stated that the faculty believed that CHE 
would second guess decisions about degrees, programs and curricula. 
State law is absolutely clear on program approval and no college or university 
in this state can undertake any new degree program, institute a bureau or 
center without the approval of the Commission on Higher Education. The 
Commission on Higher Education has the power to terminate programs. It 
was granted to it by the General Assembly m 1978. The law is clearer on that 
subject than it is on any other subject in Higher Education in the State. In fact 
as you know, no new degree program, no new bureau or institute or center can 
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Commission on Higher Education and in fact almost every state wide higher 
education agency in the country has that power in common. 
Joe Gagne (SUMTER) expressed concerns about the lack of two and four year 
college experience as versus technical college experience on the part of the 
staff. He further stated that CHE apparently has divided opinions. For instance 
in Sumter we have long fought for the existence of that institution but being told 
that there were two institutions there both the same. Which they are not. One is 
a place where we are learning and teaching people to think for themselves and 
not to just learn basic objectives of things. For a long time we have been fight-
ing this struggle. We need to know from you as to whether this conquer and 
divide policy that we have seen in effect, you may say it doesn't exist, some of 
us have seen it exist. Where do you stand on the matter of people who are 
living a long ways from Columbia who are trying to get an education and cannot 
do so unless there is a place like the University of South Carolina at Sumter. 
Well I stand very emphatically for geographical access to higher education. In 
fact that is one thing that led the Commission on Higher Education to 
approve the Associate in Arts and the Associate in Science degrees for all of 
the technical colleges in the state. Because there were geographical areas in 
the state where students, do not have access to the first two years. Now with 
respect to USC-Sumter, at one point a proposal emerged from the administra-
tion at USC- Sumter to grant baccalaureate degree status to USC- Sumter. 
Which I am sure you know about. That matter came to the Commission in a 
kind of preliminary way but before it ever came to the Commission for a for-
mal examination and vote. That proposal was withdrawn by the administration 
of the University of South Carolina. We do not act on any proposals in terms 
of new programs. We do not go out and tell people to do new programs. We 
do not act on any proposals unless they are approved by the Board of 
Trustees and the administration of the institution involved. And, so in that 
instance that four-year degree program (to which I presume you are referring) 
has never been presented to the Commission. There is a movement in 
Beaufort, South Carolina to create a four-year institution from USC-Beaufort. 
Some of you may have seen the gift of land that was made down there contin-
gent upon establishing a four-year baccalaureate degree institution within five 
years. That proposal has never been approved. I do not know whether it has 
been approved by the board or not but it has never come to the Commission 
on Higher Education. So we have not acted on any of those yet. Now I do 
believe in geographical access. But on must have a measured view of that and 
if you carry it to too great an extent you mitigate the ability of the state to sup-
port higher education. For example let me transfer the landscape a little way 
so it is not so personal to the University. I have had and will have proposals 
either formal or informal from one, two, three, four what we now call teaching 
universities. They are the old four year colleges. I have had formal or 
informal proposals during my tenure as Commissioner for doctoral level work 
at four of what we now call the teaching universities. Now my position on that 
is that if we replicate doctoral programs all over the state in all of the 
institutions that aspire to have them then the institutions that have the 
responsibility for delivering the bulk of doctoral work which are Carolina, 
Clemson and the Medical University are going to have inadequate resources 
to give us the kind of quality programs. We are not going to be able to give 
the University and Carolina and Clemson the kind of money they need. The 
legislature is not going to be able to give them the kind of money they need to 
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give us quality programs if we replicate doctoral programs all over this state. 
So I think there is a limit to the geographical accessibility argument. 
Joe Gagne (SUMTER) said this was the divide and conquer policy about which 
he spoke. We are asking to have the same right of providing the degree in 
management and the degree in finance which was already being done through 
the University of South Carolina at Aiken. This is not about doctoral degrees. It 
is within your prerogative to address which school should be allowed to give 
doctorates. But we should not use that in a place like this where there are going 
to be people sitting here thinking about the lack of money and giving people the 
idea that if this is not monitored that we could all lose. 
I do not believe that every two year institution in the state should be enabled 
to grant baccalaureate degrees so the logic is the same. There was a proposal 
going around at USC - Sumter to grant baccalaureate degrees. What were you 
asking for? Let me tell you happens when a two year institution becomes a 
four-year institution. Because of the way we fund in South Carolina. The 
entire institution is funded at a different level and unless we are going to 
create some kind of second class baccalaureate degree institutions I think we 
have got a problem. We convert that whole funding mechanism when a two-
year institution becomes a four-year institution. So it is not without cost to the 
state. And the Commission has to look at cost. 
Thank you very much ladies and gentlemen I appreciate the opportunity of 
being with you and again I want to say to you that I believe the Commission 
has the interest of higher education at heart. I believe that some of my friends 
in this University and in this audience have participated in some of the positive 
constructive advocacy programs of the Commission on Higher Education. 
Ill. REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
lllA. Senate Steering Committee, J. L. Safko: 
The secretary reported on the outcome of the balloting for committees. For the 
Committee on Instructional Development the three members elected were: 
Walter Hanclosky, Jerome Jewler, and Therese Zemlin. For Scholastic 
Standards and Petitions Committee Thorne Compton and Manton Matthews 
were elected. 
1118. Grade Change Committee, John Lopiccolo, Chair: 
After a brief discussion on the meaning of "other", the committee report was 
accepted as submitted. 
lllC. Curricula and Courses Committee, Thomas Cafferty, Chair: 
The portion on pages 15-19 was accepted with the following two editorial 
changes: 
page 15 -- capitalize SYSTEM and add the words "to victims" in description 
GINT 477 -- delete "matter of space". 
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GINT 477 -- delete "matter of space". 
The portion on pages 20-27 was jointly presented by the Scholastic Standards 
and Petitions Committee. It was accepted as submitted. 
The portion of the committee report on pages 27-30 was accepted with a 
correction in footnote 2, page 30, adding "Government and" to and 
International Studies. 
1110. Scholastic Standards and Petitions Committee, Nancy Lane, Chair: 
The committee report received no objection from the Senate. 
lllE. Faculty Advisory Committee, Brian Fry, Chair: 
The committee withdrew the first of its three items. The second item would be 
inserted on page 44 of the Faculty Manual as item 6 and the current items 6 
and 7 would become 7 and 8. Since this addition is to the section entitled 
"Teaching Responsibility," technically this proviso refers only to teaching 
responsibilities and instructional staff is used to include teaching assistants, as 
well as regular faculty, as well as visiting faculty, as well as any other faculty 
who instruct students. There was extensive discussion on the meaning of the 
proposal. 
The committee was responding to the President's request to bring the Faculty 
Manual into line with the sexual harassment policy. Since one of the grounds 
for revocation of tenure (see FM pg. 38)is "misconduct related directly and sub-
stantially to the fitness of the faculty member in the professional capacity as 
teacher or researcher," it was felt by the Committee that this was the appropriate 
place to insert this material. The preface to this section of the Faculty Manual 
(top of page 44) : " .. along with other formerly unwritten contracts, it seems 
appropriate to set forth these responsibilities in a formal statement of policy. 
The provisions of such a policy statement are so reasonable to learned and 
humane individuals that it may appear redundant to state them. However, the 
University conceives them to be so important that the performance of the 
instructional staff in meeting the provisions of this code shall be taken into con-
sideration in determining salary increases, tenure, and promotion." Therefore 
the penalties that could be exacted might include denial of tenure, denial of 
promotion, denial of a raise, and ultimately revocation of tenure if those other 
procedures substantiate a claim that there is a substantial evidence of 
misconduct. The question was called and carried. The motion (item 2) was 
approved by the Senate. 
Item 3 of the committee report was introduced with the following changes: 
The seventh line from the bottom where it says "review of all program propos-
als" should re-ad "review of all undergraduate program proposals". And in the 
next line the words "to the Faculty Senate, and" should be eliminated. It would 
read "the Budget Committee's written fiscal review of all undergraduate 
program proposals will then be provided to the responsible Curriculum 
Committee." Then on the second line from the bottom where it now says "or the 
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get parallel tracks established for the undergraduate and graduate programs. 
Then finally on the last page, in the first line it says "Following committee 
action" should read now "Following committee action or Graduate Council 
action the proposal together with the Budget Committee's fiscal review will be 
considered by the Faculty Senate or the Graduate Faculty". The committee also 
accepted the friendly amendment to replace University with Columbia Campus 
on the second line. The motion (Item #3) was approved. 
IV. REPORT OF THE SECRETARY, J. L. Safko: None 
V. UNFINISHED BUSINESS: NONE 
VI. NEW BUSINESS 
Reid Montgomery (CRJU) made the following resolution: 
On June 14, 1974, the General Assembly mandated the University of South 
Carolina to create a program of Criminal Justice. USC was awarded $150,000. 
Any change in the status of the College of Criminal Justice should be discussed in 
open session before the Committee on Curricula and Courses. Legislators, the 
students, faculty and alumni should be allowed to present testimony on the future 
of the college and this session should be open to the media. 
Several senators pointed out that a change in status from a College to a pro-
gram within another College would not in itself normally be considered by the 
Committee on Curricula and Courses. It was also pointed out the 197 4 resolu-
tion refers to a program, not necessarily a college. Prof. Montgomery accepted 
the amendment to replace "Committee on Curricula and Courses" with "Faculty 
Advisory Committee". The amended motion was approved. 
VII. GOOD OF THE ORDER AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
The Chair asked all faculty to fill out and return the questionnaire on topics for 
the Faculty Senate to consider next year. 
Faust Pauluzzi (SIP) asked Scholastic Standards and Petitions Committee to 
address the issue of what to do with the student who is in the class who has 
been accused of cheating by you, especially if the class is small. 
He further asked Faculty Advisory to consider the following when it reviews the 
withdrawn item from today's agenda: 
1. Is there going to be a one year wait between coming off a committee and being 
re-elected to that committee. 
2. What are you going to do about the situation in which there are members of 
the faculty who serve on three committees? Do you think that merely pro-
motes faculty democracy or faculty governance to the ... ? 
3. Do you think that it would be a good idea for disparity between the major 
committees of the Senate and the Senate itself to have at least one member of 
the Senate on each one of those committees? Just for better communication. 
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